the questions of evidentiality, inferentiality and mirativity in hindi have not been thoroughly investigated so far. so the proposed description in no way can be exhaustive, and the results obtained are just preliminary. the approach adopted is functional, directed from function towards the modes of expression, because these categories in hindi are rather semantic and functional, than structural and grammatical .
the results indicate that all the three domains are semantically close to each other. all of them denote a source of new information, but formally they are very different. three kinds of evidentiality -reported evidentials, inferred evidentials and miratives -represent a semantic field with fuzzy structure. the only grammaticalized types of evidentials are inferred evidentials marked by moods. all evidentials are combined with different modal meanings . some comparisons with other indo-aryan languages are made.
alexander a. sigorskiy, mGimo University, moscow, russia introduction 1. investigation of evidentiality in hindi as well as in other indo-aryan languages is just in the initial stage . nonetheless there are some important and informative papers available .
peterson in his paper entitled "evidentials, inferentials and mirativity in nepali" (peterSon 2000: 13-36) describes evidentiality in nepali as a part of the evidentiality system in the himalayan area languages: "the pattern which has emerged is in essence the following: a single category usually serves to mark hearsay, inference through results, surprise and admiration" (PeterSon 2000: 13) . there are two perfects in nepali -evidentiality unmarked and evidentiality marked which marks the mirative and inference through results. inference from reasoning marks semantically presumptive future. hearsay is marked by evidential marker re. in the second part of the paper "path of development" or the historical aspect of formation of evidentiality, including considerations about etymology of the particle re have been discussed. obviously nepali evidentials seem to be quite different from those in hindi .
lp lii (1) aLexander siGorskiy bashir (2006: 30-50; 2009 ) explores evidentiality, indirectivity (inferentiality) and mirativity in old, middle and new indo-iranian languages including dakhini Urdu, hindi and urdu . in dakhini sarkaa "like" marks mirativity and inference from result, kaate "say" marks mirativity non-1st person, hearsay and traditional knowledge. in hindi-Urdu mirativity is marked by the absence of the present aUx and by a simple, non-modified verb; hearsay is marked by sunaa "heard" and kahte haiN "they say"; inference through result by lagnaa "seem", "like" and traditional knowledge is marked by kahte haiN "they say" like hearsay (baShir 2006: 49) .
Montaut (2001) compares evidentiality in nepali and hindi and argues the absence of the hearsay meaning in both of them. "these facts […] question the common assumption that hearsay meaning is central to the notional category of evidentiality." in (Montaut 2003: 345-364; and in Montaut 2006: 71-86 ) mirative extensions of aorist (preterit) are considered .
so the abovementioned authors distinguish three distinct domains in hindi: evidentiality, inferentiality and mirativity, and admit their connection with perfective aspect and simple (non-modified, non-vector) verbs.
2 . all of these three domains -reported evidentials, inferred evidentials, miratives (unexpected information) -share some common semantic properties: encoding or marking a new information source and its reliability. structurally evidential utterance comprises two parts. the first one is a modal frame: as i infer (inferentials), as i see (mirativity), as i hear (evidentials) (lazard 2001: 429) . the modal frame or the modus includes also the speaker's assessment of the reliability of the information obtained. the second, following part of the utterance contains some new information obtained (see kozintSeva 2007: 15) . inferentials the most grammaticalized domain of these three domains is inferentials comprised by the system of moods -future of indicative or presumtive, subjunctive and conditional. inferentiality is not the only function of these moods, but obviously it is one of the main functions. inferentials or inferred evidentials may be defined as follows: "inferred evidential: information source based on conclusions drawn on the basis of what one can see, or the result of something happening" (aikhenvald 2004: 393 aataa hai "comes", kartaa hai "does"). perfect ( 3 .
aayaa hai "has come", kiyaa hai "has done"). present continuous ( 4.
aa rahaa hai "is coming", kar rahaa hai "is doing"). aataa thaa "came", kartaa thaa "did"). pluperfect 3 .
(aayaa thaa "had come", kiyaa thaa "had come"). imperfect continuous ( 4.
aa rahaa thaa "was coming", kar rahaa thaa "was doing").
indicative future • there are two points of view about future tense in hindi, especially about analytical forms of future. one of them argues that future is a part of the indicative mood; another one considers them as a system of the presumptive mood. the argumentation against the presumptive mood in favor of future as a part of indicative mood can be found in (liPerovSkiy 1964: 18-25; 1984: 124) . the opposite point of view which accepts presumptive mood as an independent mood in hindi is presented for instance in (kachru 2006: 146) .
simple form ( 1 .
aaegaa "will come", karegaa "will do"). future (presumptive) imperfect ( 2 .
aataa hogaa "must be coming", kartaa hogaa "must be doing").
future (presumptive) perfective ( 3 .
aayaa hogaa "would have come", kiyaa hogaa "would have done").
future (presumptive) continuous ( 4.
aa raha hogaa "must be coming", kar rahaa hogaa "must be doing"). subjunctive mood • simple subjunctive ( 1 .
aae "may come", kare "may do"). as old present it is used in proverbs in its original function as present: (3) maar ke aaage bhuut naace beating ahead bhoot nom m sg dances 3sg
(even) bhoot (ghosts) dances in the face of beating (zoGraf 1998: 215) .
lp lii (1) aLexander siGorskiy subjunctive imperfective ( 2 .
aataa ho "may come", kartaa ho "may do"). subjunctive perfective ( 3 .
aayaa ho "would / might have come"; kiyaa ho "would / might have done").
subjunctive continuous ( 4.
aa rahaa ho "would be coming", kar rahaa ho "would be doing").
conditional mood • simple form ( 1 .
aataa "were he to come", kartaa "were he to do"). conditional imperfective ( 2 .
aataa hotaa "were i came", kartaa hotaa "were i done"). conditional perfective ( 3 .
aayaa hotaa "had i came", kiyaa hotaa "had i done"). conditional continuous ( 4.
aa rahaa hotaa "were he be coming", kar rahaa hota "were he be doing").
all simple finite verbal forms tend to express indirect modality. imperfect and perfect participles besides their primary function as markers of imperfect and perfect aspect are markers of conditional or counterfactual (unreal) modality. simple future, especially of honaa "to be" verb, marks presumptive modality; and simple subjunctive marks hypothetical modality. all of them retain to some extent their original direct modal semantics.
the four moods represent a scale of modalities: indicative (indicative mood), presumptive (future forms of the indicative), hypothetical (subjunctive mood) and counterfactual (conditional or unreal mood) .
now a set of examples is given to illustrate interaction of inferentials with modality marked by different moods, or in a wider sense, their interplay with tam -tense, aspect, mood; the interplay between inferred evidentials with modal frame representing a degree of reliability from the point of view of the speaker who is the author of the utterance .
indicative present and present continious • (4) vah dheere se muskaraa diyaa. use maaluum hai, maiN jhuuTh bol rahaa 3sg slightly smiled pret m sg 3sg dat known is 3sg, 1sg lies telling is huuN prcont 1m sg he gently smiled. he knows i am lying (varma 1989: 82) .
the speaker has read the smile of his friend as a hint that the latter has understood that the speaker is telling a lie and the speaker is sure about it . here the indicative mood marks this sureness of the speaker . i may have seen you somewhere on the street; she said laughing (ibid.: 176). examples (8) and (9) demonstrate a contrast between presumptive and hypothetical modality marked by presumptive future and subjunctive, respectively. presumptive indicates that the speaker is more convinced about his assumption while hypothetical subjunctive indicates that the speaker is less convinced about his assumption, and consequently the information obtained is less reliable .
some lexical entries modify modal meaning of the verbal phrase. thus shaayad hii "hardly" indicates that an assumption is highly improbable. so hypothetical modality turns to dubitative (but not unreal) . (9) šaayad hii kabhii kisii ne naNge sir dekhaa ho appaa saahab ko hardly once somebody erG bare head has seen perfsubj 3 m sG appa sahib acc sp hardly one ever has seen appa sahab bare headed (bhandari 1989: 48) .
simple conditional • (10)
Raayanaa use dekhtii to avaŠya cakit rah jaatii rayana f sG nom 3 sG accsp see cond f sG certainly surprised would be cond f sG had reina seen him she might have been certainly surprised (varma 1989: 181) . Dekh rahaa huuN hamaarii kal kii nanhiiN guRiyaa aaj dekhte (i) see prcont 1m sg our f sG Gen yesterday's small f sG doll f sG today dekhte kitnii baRii ho gayii hai seeing seeing conv how f sg big f sg become has perf f sg i wonder our little doll has grown so fast before our own eyes (08. But as for Lochan Babu he is not happy neither about announcement of the fall of the cabinet of ministers, nor is not surprised by the value of rao-chaudhri (bhandari 1989: 58) .
this construction reports surprise of the speaker at somebody's reaction towards some event .
mirativity can be expressed in the same way as inferred evidentiality -by moods.
(17) biyar kaa DeRh gilaas piine ke baad raayanaa itne khule,
Beer gen m sg one and a half glass accunsp drink after reina f sg so free sahaj bhaav se bolne lagegii maiNne nahiiN socaa thaa and easy talk will begin fUt f sG 1sG erG no thought was plperf m sG i had not thought that reina would begin to talk so freely and easyly after taking one and a half glass of beer (varma 1989: 98) . evidentiaLity according to aikhenvald, "all evidentiality does is supply the information source. the ways in which information is acquired -by seeing, hearing, or in any other way -is its core meaning" (aikhenvald 2004: 4) .
from examples given below we can see that hindi seems to lack pure category of evidentiality as well as other related categories of inferentiality and mirativity. a report about new information usually is combined with its estimation, or/and reaction of a (the) speaker. grammaticalized quotatives are represented in dakhini hindi (kachru 1986: 166-167 ) and in other old, middle and new indo-aryan languages (MeenakShi 1986; SinGh 1980) . comparison of quotatives in hindi and russian is made in (SiGorSkiy 2006: 142-144) .
reported evidentials indicate the information a speaker is not sure about, the information which is unreliable and doubtful from the point of view of the speaker . conclusion remarks summarizing my preliminary results i may conclude that all the three domains -evidentials, inferentials and miratives -comprise one category which denotes a source of new information. information may be reported, inferred or be unexpected for the speaker. my conclusion agree with those of G. Lazard who has combined them into a category of mediativity (lazard 1999; 2001) . this category mainly is not grammatical, but functional and semantic with fuzzy field structure. they are what (aikhenvald 2004: 392) calls evidential extensions or strategies: "use of a non-evidential category (such as tense, aspect, or modality) to refer to an information source". evidentiality uses mainly narrative or descriptive strategies; mirativity employs syntactic strategies; while inferentials are grammaticalized
